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Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The information disclosure statement filed on 26 October 2004 fails to comply with 37 
CFR 1.98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each cited foreign patent document; each non- 
patent literature publication or that portion which caused it to be listed; and all other 
information or that portion which caused it to be listed. It has been placed in the application 
file, but the information referred to below has not been considered: 

♦ "Technology Solutions for Bluetooth from Ericsson Microelectronics" 

♦ "Medical Communication System for Ambulatory Home-Care Patients" 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on 26 October 2004 with respect to claims 27-31 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

3. Applicant 7 s arguments, see page 9, filed on 26 October 2004, with respect to claim 9 have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. The 35 USC § 112, first paragraph of claim 9 has been 
withdrawn. 

4. Applicant's arguments filed on 26 October 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

a. Claims 5 and 6 

The applicant argues on page 10 that claims 5 and 6 are definite because one of ordinary 
skill in the art would know that "substantially compatible" includes "embodiments which have 
all or some of the features of the recited standard." The examiner, though, disagrees because it 
is unclear how many features of the recited standard is required to be "substantially 
compatible" with standards under IEEE 802.15 and Bluetooth® technical specification version 
1.0. Hence the rejection under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph is maintained. 
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b. Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 10, 12-14 

In response to applicant's argument on page 11 that there is no suggestion to combine 
US 6,388,559 (hereinafter referred to as "Cohen"), US 2001/0056502 (hereinafter referred to as 
"Hollstrom"), and US 6,161,005 (hereinafter referred to as "Pinzon"), the examiner recognizes 
that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior 
art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to 
do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Cohen's 
transceiver module such that it (a) communicates via FHSS, (b) operates in the 2.45 GHz band, 
(c) is compatible with IEEE 802.15 standards, and (d) is compatible with Bluetooth® technical 
specification version 1.0 as taught by Hollstrom because of the general knowledge that 
Bluetooth® is a widely adopted international standard that reduces interference among devices 
operating in the 2.45 GHz band by using FHSS (see page 7 of the previous office action mailed 
on 22 June 2004). The examiner indicated a website (i.e., 

www.thewirelessdirectory.com/ Bluetooth-Overview / Bluetooth-Specif ication.htm) as support 
that the knowledge of Bluetooth® and its advantages is generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art. As for the motivation to modify Cohen and Hollstrom' s door control circuit 110 
as taught by Pinzon, Pinzon provides the motivation, as indicated by the examiner. In Col. 2, 
lines 27 - 32, Pinzon teaches "it would be desirable to provide a system with comparable 
versatility... and which provides for both networked and short range... locking/ unlocking 
capabilities/' 
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In response to applicant's argument on page 11 that Cohen, Hollstrom, and Pinzon are 
nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with 
which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the 
claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this 
case, Cohen, Hollstrom, and Pinzon all teach systems for remotely controlling devices via 
wireless signals, which are in the field of applicant's endeavor. Cohen's remote control system 
is used to monitor and control an automatic garage door opener, a power door locking system 
in an automobile, or door or window locking systems in a building (see Abstract). Pinzon' s 
system is also able to monitor and control vehicle doors, home doors, and garage doors (see Col. 
2, lines 61 - 65 and Col. 3, lines 47 - 53). Though Hollstrom fails to expressly teach a remote 
control system for controlling an automatic garage door opener, he does suggest in Section 
[0051] that the invention is applicable to other electronic utility devices, and an automatic 
garage door opener is an electronic utility device. Consequently, Cohen, Hollstrom, and Pinzon 
are analogous art. 

For the reasons above, the 35 USC § 103(a) rejection of claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 10, and 12-14 is 
maintained. 

c. Claims 15, 16, 18, 19, and 21-26 

Regarding claim 15, the applicant repeats the traversal of the rejection of claim 1. As 
explained in Section 3(b), the examiner maintains the 35 USC § 103(a) rejection of claim 1; thus 
claim 15 and its dependent claims (i.e., claims 16, 18, 19, and 21-26) remain rejected under 35 
USC § 103(a). 

d. Claims 1-6, 8-10, 12, and 13 
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In response to applicant's argument on page 13 that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining 
or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is 
some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 
F.2dl071, 5 USPQ2dl596 (Fed. Or. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d347, 21 USPQ2dl941 (Fed. 
Cir. 1992). As previously explained in Section 3(b), the motivation for combining Cohen and 
Hollstrom is provided by the general knowledge that Bluetooth® is a widely adopted 
international standard that reduces interference among devices operating in the 2.45 GHz band 
by using FHSS. In the case of combining Cohen, Hollstrom, and US 2004/0036573 (hereinafter 
referred to as "Fitzgibbon"), Fitzgibbon provides the motivation in Section [0006], as indicated 
by the examiner on page 12 of the previous office action mailed on 22 June 2004. 

In response to applicant's argument on page 13 that Cohen, Hollstrom, and Fitzgibbon 
are nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with 
which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the 
claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). As 
explained above in Section 3(b), Cohen and Hollstrom are analogous art because both teach 
systems for remotely controlling devices via a wireless signal, which are in the field of 
applicant's endeavor. Likewise, Fitzgibbon also teaches a system for remote controlling a home 
security system (see Sections [0002], [0006], and [0007]). In Section [0017], Fitzgibbon discloses 
that the invention is adaptable and can comprise a portion of or be connected to a garage door 
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operator that includes a motor for operating a garage door. Hence Cohen, Hollstrom, and 
Fitzgibbon are analogous art. 

For the reasons above, the 35 USC § 103(a) rejection of claims 1-6, 8-10, 12, and 13 is 
maintained. 

e. Claims 15-19 and 21- 25 

On page 13, the applicant repeats the traversal of the rejection of claim 1. As explained 
in Section 3(d), the examiner maintains the 35 USC § 103(a) rejection of claim 1; thus claim 15 
and its dependent claims (i.e., claims 16- 19, and 21-25) remain rejected under 35 USC § 103(a). 

/ Claims 7, 11, and 20 

On page 14, the applicant repeats the traversal of the rejection of claim 1. As explained 

in Sections 3(b) - 3(e), the examiner maintains the 35 USC § 103(a) rejections of claims 1 and 15; 

thus claims 7, 11, and 20 remain rejected under 35 USC § 103(a). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 

claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 

claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 

evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 

the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
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invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claims 1, 2, 4 - 6, 8, 10, 12 - 16, 18, 19, and 21 - 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Cohen (US 6,388,559) in view of Hollstrom (US 2001/0056502) and 
Pinzon (US 6,161,005). 

Referring to claims 1, 2, 4 - 6, 8, 15, 16, and 21 - 24, Cohen's door control circuit 110, as 
shown in Fig. 2, comprises: (a) processor 200 coupled to door opener/ closer 130 and having a 
program memory 202 for storing program instructions (see Col. 2, lines 31 - 35 and 46 - 51); (b) 
a first position sensor coupled to processor 200 (see Col. 2, lines 1-17 and 46 - 51); and (c) 
receiver 210 and transmitter 212 coupled to processor 200 and forming a short-range transceiver 
module (see Col. 2, lines 39 - 42). Per Cohen, receiver 210 is adapted to (d) receive wireless 
open/close commands from remote control device 170 (see Col. 2, lines 40 - 42 and Col. 3, lines 
21 - 29). Cohen also discloses that U.S. Patent No. 4,463,292 (Engelmann) is incorporated by 
reference. Engelmann teaches a remote garage door opener having a radio frequency (RF) 
receiver 23 (see Engelmann, Col. 2, lines 36 - 39) and a timer switch S2 or contact switch that is 
contacted by door 11 when the door is within one inch from its fully open position (see 
Engelmann, Col. 2, lines 3-7 and 43 - 46); consequently, it is understood that Cohen's first 
position sensor is a contact switch and that Cohen's transceiver is an RF transceiver that uses a 
short-range communication protocol. Referring to Fig. 4, Cohen further teaches that control 
circuit 110 receives a signal indicating the position of door 140 and causes transmitter 212 to (e) 
transmit state signal 111 indicative of door 140 / s position to remote control device 170 at step 
401 (see Col. 2, lines 2-5 and 39 - 42; and Col. 4, lines 12 - 13). Cohen is silent on door control 
circuit 110' s transceiver communicating with remote control device 170 via frequency hopping 
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spread spectrum (FHSS) at a frequency of approximately 2.45 GHz, wherein the transceiver is 
compatible with standards under IEEE 802.15 and Bluetooth® technical specification version 
1.0. Cohen also fails to teach that the RF transceiver module includes a transceiver adapted for 
receiving open/close commands and transmitting state signal 111 via a long-range 
communication protocol, wherein the long-range communication protocol includes a cellular 
telephone communication protocol. 

In an analogous art, Hollstrom teaches a device and method for operating electronic 
utility devices from a mobile telephone. Referring to Fig. 1, mobile telephone 1 has an antenna 
17 for establishing a Bluetooth® link 32 to an electronic utility device 30 via wireless application 
protocol (WAP) server module 31 (see Section [0023]). Here it is understood that electronic 
utility devices 400 include a garage door opener (see Section [0051]). As shown in Fig. 3, 
Hollstrom's WAP server module 300 or device includes: (a) CPU 310 coupled to electronic 
utility device 400 via utility device interface 350; and (b) WAP server 340 coupled to CPU 310. 
WAP server 340 comprises adaptation layer 345 for cable interface 460, IR interface 362, and 
Bluetooth® interface 364 or short-range transceivers (see Section [0032]), thereby enabling 
mobile telephone 1 to control electronic utility device 400 via Bluetooth® link 32 and WAP 
server module 300. Bluetooth® uses the unlicensed Industrial, Scientific, and Medical (ISM) 
band (2400 - 2483.5 MHz) and uses FHSS. Because the IEEE 802.15 standard is based on 
Bluetooth®, Hollstrom's WAP server module 300 is compatible with standards under IEEE 
802.15. In addition, because Bluetooth® technical specification version 1.1 emerged formally 
and finally on 22 February 2001, Hollstrom's WAP server module 300 must be compatible with 
Bluetooth® technical specification version 1.0. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 such that its transceiver 
module (a) communicates via FHSS, (b) operates in the 2.45 GHz band, (c) is compatible with 
IEEE 802.15 standards, and (d) is compatible with Bluetooth® technical specification version 1.0 
as taught by Hollstrom because Bluetooth® is a widely adopted international standard that 
reduces interference among devices operating in the 2.45 GHz band by using FHSS (see 
www.thewirelessdirectory.com/ Bluetooth-Overview / Bluetooth-Specif ication.htm) . 

In another analogous art, Pinzon' s remote door locking/ unlocking system, as shown in 
Fig. 1, comprises: (a) controller 4 or processor having instructions for generating a command to 
operate electronic door locking mechanism 2, which locks/ unlocks door 1 (see Col. 3, lines 6 - 
13; Col. 4, lines 34 - 45; and Col. 5, lines 9 - 15); (b) network transceiver 6 or long-range 
transceiver (see Col. 5, lines 9-15 and Col. 6, lines 19 - 22); and (c) line-of-sight receiver 7 or 
short-range receiver. Per Pinzon, network transceiver 6 is a cellular headset 22 (see Col. 5, lines 
54 - 63) and line-of-sight receiver 7 is either an RF or infrared (IR) receiver. Pinzon teaches that 
the system is suitable for garage doors (see Col. 2, lines 61 - 65; Col. 3, lines 47 - 53; and Col. 7, 
lines 62 - 67). Network transceiver 6 is adapted to receive commands from and transmit 
information to any device with access to a telephone network, including wireless telephone 
handset 8, wired telephone 9, or computer 10 (see Col. 3, lines 35 - 46 and Col. 5, lines 9 - 15). 
Pinzon also states that the telephone network utilized by the system may be an analog or digital 
cellular network, personal communications service (PCS), or a satellite network (see Col. 3, lines 
54 - 62); thus Pinzon' s network transceiver 6 is adapted to receive commands and transmit 
information in a protocol compatible with a cellular telephone communication protocol. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen and Hollstrom's door control circuit 110 as taught by 
Pinzon because a door control circuit 110 having a long-range communications transceiver in 
addition to a short-range communications transceiver enables a user to control and monitor the 
garage door opener from a remote location (see Pinzon, Col. 2, lines 27 - 32), thereby enhancing 
the flexibility and effectiveness of the system. 

Regarding claims 10 and 18, Cohen fails to teach connecting a battery to processor 200 
and the transceiver module. 

As shown in Fig. 3, removable and rechargeable battery pack 44 is connected to Pinzon' s 
transceiver module (formed by RF receiver 42 and telephone circuitry 43) and controller 
circuitry 45. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 such that a battery is 
coupled to processor 200 and the transceiver module as taught by Pinzon because a battery 
enables a user to control the system during power outages. 

Regarding claims 12 and 19, Cohen's door control circuit 110 lacks a second position 
sensor coupled to processor 200 and adapted for generating a second position signal based on a 
position of a second door, wherein the transceiver is adapted for transmitting the second 
position signal. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 such that a second 
position sensor is coupled to processor 200 since it has been held that mere duplication of parts 
has no patentable significance unless a new and unexpected result is produced. In re Harm, 27A 
F.2d 669, 124 USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960). 
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Regarding claims 13 and 25, though processor 200 is accessible via a cellular network, 
Cohen fails to teach that processor 200 is able to generate a web page accessible form the 
Internet. 

Hollstrom teaches that each electronic utility device 400, as shown in Fig. 4, comprises 
WAP contents 440, which comprises wireless markup language (WML) pages 438 or web pages 
and WML scripts 439 and is connected to CPU 310 via WAP server module interface 460. When 
mobile telephone 1 connects to a WAP server 340 via a serial cable, IR, or Bluetooth®, WAP 
server 340 retrieves and forwards a WML start page to mobile telephone l's WAP client 240. 
Though Hollstrom omits teaching that WAP server 340 is available on the Internet, Hollstrom 
does disclose in Section [0046] a user establishing a dial-up GSM (Global System for Mobile 
Communication) data connection 22 (see Fig. 1) with an Internet service provider such that 
mobile telephone l's WAP browser 240 connects to a specified WAP server. Consequently, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Hollstrom' s WAP server 340 such that it is available on the Internet because a 
WAP server 340 that is accessible through the Internet allows a user to use mobile telephone 1 
to control an electronic utility device 400 from remote locations. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 as taught by Hollstrom 
because a processor 200 having a WAP server and WAP contents enables a user to communicate 
with door opener/ closer 130 via the Internet and to monitor/control door opener/closer 130 via 
user-friendly WLM pages (see Hollstrom, Sections [0006] and [0012]). 

Regarding claims 14 and 26, Cohen's door control circuit 110 lacks an audio transducer 
coupled to processor 200. 
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Pinzon teaches that speech decoder circuitry could be included with speech/ voice 
recognition software such that controller 4 responds to voice signals instead of dual tone 
multiple frequency (DTMF) tones (see Col. 8, lines 29 - 34). In addition, a microphone or audio 
transducer could be included for direct voice actuated locking/unlocking using the same 
speech/ voice recognition software (see Col. 8, lines 35 - 43). It is understood that the speech 
decoder circuitry and microphone are both connected to controller 4 in order to enable 
controller 4 to lock/ unlock electronic door locking mechanism 2. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 such that an audio 
transducer is connected to processor 200 as taught by Pinzon because voice actuated systems 
are user-friendly. 

7. Claims 1 - 6, 8 - 10, 12, 13, 15 - 19, and 21 - 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cohen (US 6,388,559) in view of Hollstrom (US 2001/0056502) and 
Fitzgibbon (US 2004/0036573). 

Referring to claims 1 - 6, 8, 15 - 17, and 21 - 24, as explained above in Section 6, Cohen 
teaches all the limitations of claims except an RF transceiver module including a transceiver 
adapted for (1) communicating via FHSS, (2) operating in the 2.45 GHz band, and (3) 
conforming with IEEE 802.15 standards and Bluetooth® technical specification version 1.0. In 
addition, Cohen's transceiver module is (4) unable to receive open/close commands and 
transmitting state signal 111 via a long-range communication protocol, wherein the long-range 
communication protocol includes a cellular telephone protocol and a pager protocol. 

In an analogous art, as previously explained in Section 6, Hollstrom teaches the 
limitations of claims 1 and 4-6. 



f 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 such that its transceiver 
module (a) communicates via FHSS, (b) operates in the 2.45 GHz band, (c) is compatible with 
IEEE 802.15 standards, and (d) is compatible with Bluetooth® technical specification version 1.0 
as taught by Hollstrom because Bluetooth® is a widely adopted international standard that 
reduces interference among devices operating in the 2.45 GHz band by using FHSS (see 
www.thewirelessdirectory.com/ Bluetooth-Overview / Bluetooth-Specif ication.htm) . 

In another analogous art, Fitzgibbon teaches an apparatus 10 for controlling access to a 
garage door (see Section [0017]). As shown in Figs. 1 and 3, apparatus 10/200 comprises: (a) a 
microcontroller 26/210 connected to an existing garage door opener (GDO) 202 via control 
interface 30 or RF transmitter 32/212 (see Sections [0017] and [0027]); (b) door-position 
transmitter 262 connected to microcontroller 26/210 via RF transceiver 214, wherein door- 
position sensor transmitter 262 transmits signals indicating a position of a garage door to RF 
transceiver 214 (see Section [0028]); (c) RF transceiver 214 for transmitting and receiving short- 
range signals; and (d) phone network connection 60, pager network connection 62, and Internet 
interface 50 or long-range transceivers (see Sections [0018] and [0020]). Since Fitzgibbon's 
apparatus is able to receive signals from a cellular telephone and a paging network, apparatus 
10/200 is compatible with a cellular telephone protocol and a paging protocol. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen and Hollstrom's door control circuit 110 as taught by 
Fitzgibbon because a door control circuit 110 that is able to communicate using a cellular 
telephone protocol and a paging protocol enables a user to operate door opener/closer 130 and 
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determine door 140's position from almost any distance quickly and conveniently (see 
Fitzgibbon, Section [0006]). 

Regarding claim 9, Cohen omits teaching connecting a camera to processor 200 for 
providing a camera view of door 140. 

As shown in Fig. 1, Fitzgibbon teaches that apparatus 10 comprises camera 40, which is 
connected to microprocessor 26. Fitzgibbon discloses that camera 40 is for capturing the 
presence of an individual attempting to gain access to the garage door (see Section [0019]); thus 
it is understood that camera 40 provides a camera view of the garage door. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 as taught by Fitzgibbon 
because a door control circuit 110 having a camera connected to processor 200 enables a user to 
determine from a remote location the identity of a person attempting to access door 140 (see 
Fitzgibbon, Section [0019]), thereby improving the system's security. 

Regarding claims 10 and 18, Cohen fails to teach connecting a battery to processor 200 
and the transceiver module. 

Fitzgibbon teaches that power supply 226, as shown in Fig. 3, is a battery (see Section 

[0027]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 such that a battery is 
coupled to processor 200 and the transceiver module as taught by Fitzgibbon because a battery 
enables a user to control the system during power outages. 

Regarding claims 12 and 19, the claims are rejected due to reasons stated above in 
Section 10. 



Application/Control Number: 09/867,276 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2635 

Regarding claims 13 and 25, the claims are rejected due to reasons stated above in 
Section 10. 

8. Claims 7, 11, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cohen (US 6,388,559) and Hollstrom (US 2001/0056502) in view of Pinzon (US 6,161,005) or 
Fitzgibbon (US 2004/0036573) as applied to claims 1 and 15 above, and further in view of Moss 
(US 6,346,889). 

Regarding claims 7, 11, and 20, Cohen and Hollstrom' s position sensor, as modified by 
Pinzon or Fitzgibbon, lacks a magnetic switch. Cohen and Hollstrom, as modified by Pinzon or 
Fitzgibbon, also omit disclosing an optical sensor coupled to processor 200 for generating a light 
level signal based on light intensity in a region proximate to the door. 

In an analogous art, Moss teaches a security system for an automatic garage door, as 
shown in Fig. 1A, that comprises: (a) microprocessor 104 coupled to door actuation circuitry 
(see Col. 9, lines 17 - 19); (b) sensing device 240 having a transceiver 242 and coupled to 
microprocessor 104 via signal 142 and adapted for generating a first position signal based on a 
position of door 202 (see Col. 6, lines 61 - 66; Col. 8, lines 37 - 40; and Col. 10, lines 47 - 49); and 
(c) wireless transceiver 144 coupled to microprocessor 104 (see Col. 6, lines 43 - 47). Per Moss, 
sensing device 240 includes any type of device or switch capable of sensing or determining the 
position of door 202 such as a magnetic, mechanical, IR, optical, photovoltaic, or motion sensor 
(see Col. 10, lines 47 - 53). When a photovoltaic sensor is used, the photovoltaic sensor's 
transceiver 242 transmits signals indicating the light level to device 100, and the device 100 
generates an alarm when door 202 is open during nighttime hours (see Col. 4, lines 13 - 17; Col. 
7, lines 63 - 67; and Col. 8, lines 1-7). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen, Hollstrom, and Pinzon's or Cohen, Hollstrom, and 
Fitzgibbon's door control circuit 110 as taught by Moss because (1) a magnetic switch is able to 
determine the position of door 140 along its trajectory along rail 150 (see Moss, Col. 10, lines 47 
- 53) and (2) an optical sensor coupled to processor 200 enables processor 200 to transmit a light 
level signal in addition to state signal 111 to remote control device 170 indicating that door 140 
is open when it is dark (see Moss, Col. 1, lines 55 - 63), thereby enhancing the security of the 
system. 

9. Claims 27, 28, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cohen (US 6,388,559) in view of Pinzon (US 6,161,005). 

Referring to claim 27, Cohen's method of operating a garage door, as shown in Fig. 4, 
comprises the steps of: (a) door control circuit 110 transmitting state signal 111 or position 
signal on a channel at step 401 (see Col 4, lines 12 - 13); (b) remote control device 170 providing 
an indication to a user based on state signal 111 at step 410 (see Col. 4, lines 54 - 56); and (c) 
door control circuit 110 receiving an instruction signal, which is based on a user's actuation of 
input mechanism 318, on the channel (see Col. 3, lines 21 - 23). Because door control circuit 110 
and remote control device 170 are able to communicate, Cohen's method must include the step 
of (d) establishing a wireless communication channel with both devices. Cohen, though, omits 
teaching that step (d) includes communicating in a protocol that is compatible with a long-range 
communication protocol. 

In an analogous art, Pinzon's remote door locking/ unlocking system, as shown in Fig. 1, 
comprises: (a) controller 4 or processor having instructions for generating a command to 
operate electronic door locking mechanism 2, which locks/ unlocks door 1 (see Col. 3, lines 6 - 
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13; Col. 4, lines 34 - 45; and Col. 5, lines 9 - 15); (b) network transceiver 6 or long-range 
transceiver (see Col. 5, lines 9-15 and Col. 6, lines 19-22); and (c) line-of-sight receiver 7 or 
short-range receiver. Per Pinzon, network transceiver 6 is a cellular headset 22 (see Col. 5, lines 
54 - 63) and line-of-sight receiver 7 is either an RF or infrared (IR) receiver. Pinzon teaches that 
the system is suitable for garage doors (see Col. 2, lines 61 - 65; Col. 3, lines 47 - 53; and Col. 7, 
lines 62 - 67). Network transceiver 6 is adapted to receive commands from and transmit 
information to any device with access to a telephone network, including wireless telephone 
handset 8, wired telephone 9, or computer 10 (see Col. 3, lines 35 - 46 and Col. 5, lines 9 - 15). 
Pinzon also states that the telephone network utilized by the system may be an analog or digital 
cellular network, personal communications service (PCS), or a satellite network (see Col. 3, lines 
54 - 62); thus Pinzon' s network transceiver 6 is adapted to receive commands and transmit 
information in a protocol compatible with a cellular telephone communication protocol. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 as taught by Pinzon because 
a door control circuit 110 having a long-range communications transceiver in addition to a 
short-range communications transceiver enables a user to control and monitor the garage door 
opener from a remote location (see Pinzon, Col. 2, lines 27 - 32), thereby enhancing the 
flexibility and effectiveness of the system. 

Regarding claim 28, Cohen fails to teach that the RF transceiver module includes a 
transceiver adapted for receiving open/ close commands and transmitting state signal 111 via a 
long-range communication protocol, wherein the long-range communication protocol includes 
a cellular telephone communication protocol. 
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In an analogous art, as previously explained, Pinzon's network transceiver 6 is adapted 
to receive commands and transmit information in a protocol compatible with a cellular 
telephone communication protocol. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 as taught by Pinzon for the 
reasons mentioned above regarding claims 1, 2, 15, and 16. 

Regarding claim 31, Cohen teaches that remote control device 170 provides visual 
indication of state signal 111 to the user via display 316 (see Col. 3, lines 27 - 29 and Col. 4, lines 
54-55). 

10. Claims 27-29 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cohen (US 6,388,559) in view of Fitzgibbon (US 2004/0036573). 

Referring to claim 27, as explained in Section 9, Cohen teaches all the limitations of claim 
27 except that step (d) includes communicating in a protocol that is compatible with a long- 
range communication protocol. 

In an analogous art, Fitzgibbon teaches an apparatus 10 for controlling access to a garage 
door (see Section [0017]). As shown in Figs. 1 and 3, apparatus 10/200 comprises: (a) a 
microcontroller 26/210 connected to an existing garage door opener (GDO) 202 via control 
interface 30 or RF transmitter 32/212 (see Sections [0017] and [0027]); (b) door-position 
transmitter 262 connected to microcontroller 26/210 via RF transceiver 214, wherein door- 
position sensor transmitter 262 transmits signals indicating a position of a garage door to RF 
transceiver 214 (see Section [0028]); (c) RF transceiver 214 for transmitting and receiving short- 
range signals; and (d) phone network connection 60, pager network connection 62, and Internet 
interface 50 or long-range transceivers (see Sections [0018] and [0020]). Since Fitzgibbon' s 
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apparatus is able to receive signals from a cellular telephone and a paging network, apparatus 
10/200 is compatible with a cellular telephone protocol and a paging protocol. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 as taught by Fitzgibbon 
because a door control circuit 110 that is able to communicate using a cellular telephone 
protocol and a paging protocol enables a user to operate door opener/ closer 130 and determine 
door 140' s position from almost any distance quickly and conveniently (see Fitzgibbon, Section 
[0006]). 

Regarding claims 28 and 29 Cohen fails to teach that the RF transceiver module includes 
a transceiver adapted for receiving open/close commands and transmitting state signal 111 via 
a long-range communication protocol, wherein the long-range communication protocol 
includes a cellular telephone protocol and a pager protocol. 

In an analogous art, as explained above in Section 11, Fitzgibbon's apparatus is able to 
receive signals from a cellular telephone and a paging network, apparatus 10/200 is compatible 
with a cellular telephone protocol and a paging protocol. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 as taught by Fitzgibbon 
because a door control circuit 110 that is able to communicate using a cellular telephone 
protocol and a paging protocol enables a user to operate door opener/closer 130 from almost 
any distance quickly and conveniently (see Fitzgibbon, Section [0006]). 

Regarding claim 31, Cohen teaches that remote control device 170 provides visual 
indication of state signal 111 to the user via display 316 (see Col. 3, lines 27 - 29 and Col. 4, lines 
54-55). 
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11. Claims 27, 30, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cohen (US 6,388,559) in view of Hollstrom (US 2001/0056502). 

Regarding claims 27 and 30, as explained in Section 9, Cohen teaches all the limitations 
of claim 27 except that step (d) includes communicating in a protocol that is compatible with a 
long-range communication protocol. Cohen also fails to teach that step (d) further includes 
communicating in a protocol that is compatible with Bluetooth™ technical specification version 
1.0. 

In an analogous art, as previously explained in Section 6, Hollstrom' s mobile telephone 1 
has an antenna 17 for establishing a Bluetooth® link 32 to an electronic utility device 30 via 
wireless application protocol (WAP) server module 31 (see Section [0023]). Here it is 
understood that electronic utility devices 400 include a garage door opener (see Section [0051]). 
Referring to Fig. 3, Hollstrom' s WAP server module 300 or device includes: (a) CPU 310 
coupled to electronic utility device 400 via utility device interface 350; and (b) WAP server 340 
coupled to CPU 310. WAP server 340 comprises adaptation layer 345 for cable interface 460, IR 
interface 362, and Bluetooth® interface 364 or short-range transceivers (see Section [0032]), 
thereby enabling mobile telephone 1 to control electronic utility device 400 via Bluetooth® link 
32 and WAP server module 300. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Cohen's door control circuit 110 such that its transceiver 
module is compatible with Bluetooth® technical specification version 1.0 as taught by 
Hollstrom because Bluetooth® is a widely adopted international standard that reduces 
interference among devices operating in the 2.45 GHz band. 
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Regarding claim 31, Cohen teaches that remote control device 170 provides visual 
indication of state signal 111 to the user via display 316 (see Col. 3, lines 27 - 29 and Col. 4, lines 
54-55). 

Conclusion 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Ou wu uu 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Clara Yang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3062. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 7:00 PM, Monday - Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Horabik can be reached on (571) 272-3068. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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